In the Methods section, there is an error in the first equation in the subsection titled "1.1 Model derivation." The equation in the original paper supposes a homogenous Poisson process. This is indeed the case when ϕ(t) is a constant, which describes the case in the paper when N(t) = N o (constant population) but is not justified when ϕ(t) is a time-varying function [2]. To account for the general case, this equation should read as follows:
In the Methods section, there is an error in the first equation in the subsection titled "1.1 Model derivation." The equation in the original paper supposes a homogenous Poisson process. This is indeed the case when ϕ(t) is a constant, which describes the case in the paper when N(t) = N o (constant population) but is not justified when ϕ(t) is a time-varying function [2] . To account for the general case, this equation should read as follows:
In the Methods section, there is an error in the third equation in the subsection title "1/1 Model derivation." To account for the general case as above, the equation should read as follows:
NðtÞ Þdt
These corrections do not change the conclusions of the paper, which assumed a constant population of conspirators, but should be kept in mind if one is to apply the model to inhomogeneous populations. When the corrections above are considered, all curves are monotonically increasing with time so equation 7 can be disregarded. Finally, equation 9 with time-varying p(t) can be described by the corrected equation 2 above.
These corrections do not modify the conclusions of the paper but do impact Figs 1 and 4 . Please see the corrected Figs 1 and 4 here.
There is an error in the fifth sentence of the second paragraph of the Discussion. The correct sentence is: Even for single-events with Gompertzian population decay, the problem of large conspiracy failure is not adequately circumvented-for such an event, the odds of failure exceed 5% within 10 years at around 1328 participants even with the ideal value of p and an average age of participants of 40 years.
These corrections to the Discussion do not modify the conclusions of the paper, such as the implausibility of large conspiracies avoiding exposure, as these were all calculated for the homogeneous case with a constant number of conspirators considered. These corrected forms do suggest that the probability of a massive group of conspirators successfully hiding even a single event is even lower than originally outlined. 
